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ABSTRACT 

The  article  deals  with  structure  of  modern  non-derivative  verbs  of  Tatar  language  and  describes  reasons  of 
historically  derivative  words  conversion  into  non-derivative  ones.  The  authors  have  highlighted  the  fact  that  it  is  a  historical 
tradition  that  in  Turkic  languages  only  monosyllabic  verbs  are  really  root,  and  disyllabic  and  trisyllabic  verbs  are  the  result  of 
complication  of  monosyllabic  ones.  The  article  involves  using  of  methods  of  external  and  internal  reconstruction,  comparative 
and  relative  comparative  methods,  and  also  etymological,  word-formative  and  morphemic  analysis.  In  the  course  of  language 
evolution  derived  stems  components  lost  their  initial  meaning  and  combined  into  an  integral  whole.  In  some  cases  the  first  or 
the  second  component  lost  its  meaning,  and  in  other  cases  both  ones  lost  their  meanings.  Tatar  language  has  lots  of  affixes 
which  are  an  integral  part  of  a  stem,  and  nowadays  these  morphemes  do  not  exist  individually.  Analysis  of  Tatar  active 
lexicon  has  allowed  to  draw  the  conclusion  that  derivative  words  conversion  into  non-derivative  ones  is  explained  by  such 
changes  as  de-etymologization  and  substitution.  Despite  the  fact  that  de-etymologization  is  characteristic  of  inflectional 
languages,  in  agglutinative  Tatar  language  de-etymologization  affects  etymologically  composite  words.  The  authors  found 
several  reasons  of  de-etymologization:  archaization  of  a  word  and  complete  death  of  a  root;  death  of  an  affix,  phonetic 
changes  connected  with  it,  and  also  cases  of  semantic  de-etymologization.  Upon  analysis  the  authors  found  that  in  the 
course  of  substitution  morphemic  structure  of  words  was  preserved.  Tatar  language  distinguishes  itself  due  to  some 
morphogenetic  affixes  transition  into  word-formative  affixes  composition.  Owing  to  etymologic  analysis,  the  authors  has 
drawn  the  conclusion  that  monosyllableness  of  verb  roots  in  Turkic  languages  is  confirmed  by  Tatar  language  too.  Non¬ 
derivative  disyllabic  and  trisyllabic  verbs  are  historically  derivative  words  composed  with  affixes  and  independent  roots. 
Nowadays  they  are  considered  to  be  indecomposable  lexical  units.  System  analysis  of  Tatar  language  indecomposable 
verbs  allowed  to  reveal  historical  and  modern  word  structure,  and  also  to  demonstrate  evolution  of  individual  affixal  elements 
in  the  language.  It  has  been  found  that  studied  phenomena  date  back  to  different  chronological  stages  of  structural 
grammatical  changes  of  the  language.  Full  de-etymologization  is  older.  The  research  results  will  be  useful  for  relative 
comparative  study  of  languages,  for  finding  of  initial  roots  of  Turkic  languages. 

Key  words:  Tatar  language,  root,  stem,  monosyllabic  verbs,  non-derivative  verbs,  disyllabic  and  trisyllabic  roots, 
affixes,  de-etymologization,  substitution 

1.  INTRODUCTION 

The  problem  of  root  structure  has  been  always  in  the  centre  of  Turkology  researchers’  attention.  Historical  changes 
in  word  structure  were  analyzed  in  works  of  M.  Melioranskiy  [1],  G.l.  Ramstedt  [2],  C.  Brockelmann  [3],  N.A.  Baskakov  [4], 
A.N.  Kononov  [5],  A.M.  Shcherbak  [6],  K.  Musayev  [7],  A.T.  Kaidarov  [8],  A.V.  Dybo  [9]  etc.  In  modern  linguistics  some 
aspects  of  a  Turkic  root  are  in  the  picture  of  foreign  monographs  too  [10,  11]. 

As  far  back  as  in  1900  P.M.  Melioranskiy  noted  that  in  Turkic  languages  roots  were  originally  monosyllabic  [1].  G.l. 
Ramstedt,  on  the  contrary,  believed  that  in  Turkic  languages  most  of  roots  of  words  (including  verbs)  were  historically 
disyllabic  [2],  Famous  German  scientists  C.  Brockelmann  took  up  the  position  that  since  olden  times  Turkic  languages  have 
had  several  types  of  roots,  including  monosyllabic,  disyllabic  and  trisyllabic,  mostly  of  disputable  origin  [3], 

Nowadays  many  Altaists  and  Turkologists  believe  in  initial  roots  monosyllableness  (N.A.  Baskakov  [4],  A.N.  Kononov 
[5],  A.T.  Kaidarov  [8],  E.V.,  T.M. Garipov  [12],  F.M.  Khisamova  [13]  etc.). 

The  history  of  studying  of  roots  and  stems  of  Tatar  language  began  with  works  of  V.A.  Bogoroditskiy  [14],  It  is 
represented  in  different  aspects  in  researches  of  such  authors  as  K.M.  Musayev  [7],  A.V.  Dybo  [9],  F.M.  Khisamova  [13], 
A.G.  Shaikhulov  [15],  R.G.  Akhmetianov  [16],  F.Sh.  Nurieva  [17],  M.  Oner  [18]  etc.  Notwithstanding  the  fact  that  there  are 
quite  a  lot  of  researches  on  Turkic  languages  in  linguistics,  diachronic  synchronic  approach  to  study  of  non-derivative  roots 
and  stems  of  Tatar  verbs  has  not  got  due  attention. 

This  article  is  dedicated  to  study  and  analysis  of  structure  of  modern  non-derivative  verb  roots,  and  also  forms  of 
buildup  of  a  Tatar  verb  stem  in  historical  perspective.  The  work’s  purpose  is  to  single  out  “obscured”  roots  in  composition  of 
indecomposable  verbs,  that  became  the  stem  for  creation  of  derivative  units,  and  to  reveal  main  reasons  of  conversion  of 
historically  derivative  words  into  non-derivative  ones.  Verb  roots  monosyllableness  will  be  hereafter  a  reference  point  in  our 
approach  to  analysis  of  derivative  verbs  with  some  word-formative  affixes. 

System  analysis  of  Tatar  language  indecomposable  verbs  will  allow  to  reveal  historical  and  modern  word  structure, 
and  to  demonstrate  evolution  of  some  affixal  elements  in  the  language. 

2.  MATERIALS  AND  METHODS 

Materials  for  analysis  and  conclusions  illustrations  were  taken  from  Tatar  language  dialect  dictionaries  [19],  Tatar 
language  definition  dictionaries  [20,  21],  Turkic  languages  etymologic  dictionaries  [16,  22,  23]. 
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For  materials  analysis  we  used:  comparative  method,  method  of  external  and  internal  reconstruction,  relative 
comparative,  and  also  etymologic,  word-formative  and  morphemic  analysis.  In  the  course  of  research  of  disyllabic  and 
trisyllabic  non-derivative  verbs  we  revealed  presumptive  historical  roots  and  affixal  elements. 

3.  RESULTS 

In  modern  Tatar  language  monosyllabic,  di-  and  trisyllabic  words  are  all  roots  by  structure.  Tatar  language  non¬ 
derivative  disyllabic  and  trisyllabic  verbs  are  historically  derivative,  and  at  the  synchronic  stage  of  language  evolution  they 
lost  meaning  of  the  first  or  the  second  component.  Prominent  Tatar  linguist  F.M.  Khisamova  also  mentions  this:  “a  word  root 
in  Turkic  languages  is  an  undividable,  minimal,  but  quite  independent  part  of  a  word,  bearing  a  lexical  meaning,  but  in 
historical  perspective  it  can  be  derivative”  [13].  As  have  been  said  before,  only  monosyllabic  verbs  are  historically  really  root. 
In  the  course  of  language  evolution  derivative  stems  components  lost  initial  meaning  and  combined  into  an  integral  whole.  In 
some  cases  the  first  or  the  second  component  lost  its  meaning,  and  in  other  cases  both  ones  lost  their  meanings.  For 
example,  Tatar  language  has  lots  of  affixes  which  are  an  integral  part  of  a  stem,  and  nowadays  there  are  no  such  stems 
without  these  affixes,  and  no  affixes  without  these  stems.  The  result  of  language  historical  evolution  is  changes  influencing 
their  phono-,  morphemic  structure,  morphological  characteristics  and  lexical  meaning,  therefore  creating  new  units  with 
already  changes  structure. 

Factual  material  analysis  gives  ground  for  asserting  that  in  Tatar  language  derivative  words  conversion  into  non¬ 
derivative  ones  are  explained  by  such  changes  as  de-etymologization  and  substitution. 

De-etymologization  is  a  lexico-morphological  phenomenon  lying  in  obscuring  of  initial  structure  of  a  word  due  to 
blurring  of  morphological  distinction  between  its  components,  i.e.  as  a  result  of  transformation  of  a  stem  which  were  dividable 
before  into  an  undividable  root  [24],  This  phenomenon  is  most  frequently  observed  in  inflectional  languages,  but  in  Tatar 
language  (which  is  an  agglutinative  language)  de-etymologization  affects  etymologically  complex  words. 

Let  us  single  out  main  reasons  of  de-etymologization  in  Tatar  language. 

The  most  distinctive  reason  is  archaization  of  a  word  and/or  complete  death  of  a  root.  For  example,  lexical  units 
(existing  in  Tatar  literary  language  active  vocabulary)  amna-  'to  pace',  cyna-  'to  breathe',  cauna-  'to  choose',  canna-  'to 
thread',  mbiiina-  'to  listen',  manana-  'to  beat'  are  root  words,  though  there  is  a  clear  affix  -na  in  them,  which  is  the  most 
productive  among  verb-formative  affixes.  Am,cyn,cau,  can,mbiii,  mana  were  historically  roots,  but  in  modern  language  they 
are  not  used  as  independent  roots  and  have  no  lexical  meaning  without  affix  -na. 

Amna-  'to  pace'  from  noun  am' pace’>e:  me  -  ama  derivative  verb  with  affix  -na  from  a*:  m  -  a*:  d  -  a *:  d'pace'  or 
recurring  action  form  from  a*:  m  -  a V  d  -  a V  d'to  pace',  'to  step'[1 2] ; 

cauna-  'to  choose'  from  secondary  root  cau/caubi  'count'  (Crimean,  Azerbaijani,  Turkish),  going  back  to  ancient  verb 
*ca-'to  choose',  'to  count'[6]; 

canna- to  thread'  -  derivative  verb  with  affix  -na  ot can  'thread',  which  is  observed  in  Khalaj  and  Azerbaijani 
languages  [6]; 

cyna-  'to  breathe'  -  derivative  verb  with  affix  -na  from  ancient  root  cbiy  'hard  breathing  in'  (Chagatai)  [16]; 
manana-  'to  beat'  from  noun  mene'head',  which  is  preserved  in  Siberian  Tatars  dialect, Yakut  and  Altai  languages; 
mbiiina-'to  listen',  'to  obey'  from  noun'mb/^  'listening1,  'eavesdropping  ',  'sound'  [6]; 

anda-'to  fool',  'to  deceive'.  Ancient  root  of  word  *a:n  'cunning',  'deceit ',  element  -da  plays  the  role  of  an  affix  [6].  In 
modern  Tatar  literary  language  a:n  'cunning'  is  not  used  independently,  but  in  Turkish,  Chagatai,  Uigur  languages  it  has  been 
preserved  with  the  meaning  'cunning',  and  element  -da,  having  lost  here  its  word-formative  capability,  transformed  into  a 
phonetic  formant.  In  a  certain  historical  period  they  merged  together  and  formed  a  simple  word; 

03au- to  lengthen'  from  noun  03'length',  'height'  (Khakas)  [16]; 

coKnaH-  'to  wonder'  from  noun  soq  'greedy',  'envious'  [22,  23](Kirghiz,  Kazakh,  Karakalpak,  Kumyk); 
cbiHa-  'to  test'  from  noun  cbiH  'test'  (Kirghiz)  [23]. 

Ancient  roots  of  these  verbs  are  not  observed  in  modern  Tatar  language  independently,  from  whence  these 
disyllabic  words  are  perceived  as  simple.  Flowever,  some  roots  which  are  considered  to  be  dead  in  modern  language  are 
popular  in  Tatar  dialects. 

For  example,  in  word  cbipna-'to  ornament'  we  can  mark  out  a  root  cbip  'paint',  preserved  in  Mishar  dialect.  In  modern 
Tatar  language  cbip  is  used  in  the  noun  meaning  line1.  Words  cbi3na-to  be  sick', 'to  whimper';  cbiKpa-  'to  whimper';  enbitu-  'to 
nestle'  are  also  secondary  roots,  because  they  are  subject  to  decomposition.  Their  etymologic  roots  are  preserved  in 
Siberian  Tatars  dialect:  cbic  'bone  ache',  'body  pain';  cbiK  'moan';  ubin-'io  move'. 

De-etymologization  is  also  the  result  of  the  fact  that  an  affix  stops  being  separate  and  merges  with  a  root,  i.e.  affix’s 
death  occurs.  For  instance,  word  cyzap- to  give  to  drink'  is  formed  from  noun  cy  'water'.  In  this  word  ancient  monosyllabic 
root  cy  is  preserved  in  modern  Tatar  literary  language  in  unchanged  form,  and  affix  -zap  is  now  a  dead  formant  and  plays  the 
role  of  indecomposable  complex. 

BauiKap-'to  execute'  from  noun  6a lu  'head',  'main'; 
ucKap- to  take  note'  from  noun  uc'notion'; 

KomKap- to  save'  from  noun  Kom  'happiness'  [23]; 
aujKap(m)-  'to  process'  from  noun  auu' to  work'; 

Ka6bi3-  'to  ignite'  from  verb  ran-  'to  grasp',  'to  light'[23] . 

Affixes’  dead  forms  have  ceased  to  take  part  in  word  formation  long  ago  and  have  merged  with  root  so  closely  that 
an  inseparable  morphologic  unity  has  been  formed;  it  is  perceived  as  some  kind  of  a  new  root.  Their  separation  from  a 
secondary  root  composition  threatens  with  breakup  of  its  structure  and  misunderstanding  of  its  semantics  at  the  modern 
stage  of  language  evolution  [12], 

In  modern  Tatar  language  among  desemantized  affixes  we  can  mention  formants  -rap/-rap,  -zbi3/-ze3,  cam-.  Affixes 
can  lose  their  meaning  also  due  to  such  lexico-semantical  phenomena  as  lexicalization,  creation  of  figurative  meanings, 
cases  of  metaphorical  usage  of  word  forms.  When  a  figurative  meaning  is  created,  an  affix  lose  its  meaning. 

In  course  of  words  de-etymologization  some  phonetic  phenomena  occur;  they  are  systematized  on  the  basis  of  facts 
in  the  following  way: 

a)  drop  out  of  a  sound  or  sounds: 
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Word  KbiuHa- to  punish',  'to  beat'  is  not  considered  to  be  a  derivative  one,  because  word  KbiubiH  'suffering',  being  a 
root,  with  adding  affix  -a  lost  vowel  sound  fa/  and  transformed  into  the  form  KbiuH,  having  no  independent  meaning.  Also  we 
can  mention  here  word  anKbim-'to  tire'  from  verb  anbiK-  'to  get  tired',  which  goes  back  to  adjective  KOTopbin  an  'lazy'. 

Next  examples  demonstrate  drop  out  of  a  sound  n.  Verb  Kumep- to  bring1  in  the  full  phonetic  variant  is  Kunmep-  'to 
bring'  and  goes  back  to  verb  Kun-  'to  come'.  Tymbip-  'to  fill'  in  Bashkir  and  dialects  of  Tatar  language  comes  out  in  the  form  of 
a  verb  mynmbip-  'to  fill',  which  goes  back  to  verb  myn-  'to  fill';ymep-  'to  kill'  from  verb  yv 7-  'to  die',  where  -mbip/-mep  is  a 
word-formative  affix. 

Ypna-'to  steal',  'to  snatch'  -  a  phonetically  more  complete  form  of  this  verb  is  yzbipna-  'to  steal',  the  stem  goes  back 
to  noun  yafa/p  'thief. 

6)  interchange  of  sounds: 

Bopabi-' to  disturb'  from  noun  603-  'to  spoil';  in  this  case  we  can  see  interchange  of  phonemes  p~3; 

adam-  to  stray'  -  a  derivative  verb  with  affix  -ainoj  of  the  ancient  root  *a3-  'to  stray'; 

ceuna-  'to  speak',  'to  tell'  from  noun  *cd.-3  'word'.  In  this  case  we  can  see  interchange  3~u; 

uoMLua-  'to  mellow',  'to  relax'  from  noun  i/o/w'feather',  'crumb'.  In  modern  language  noun  root  is  preserved  in  the  form 
uoH'feather'; 

Kayina-  'to  be  embarrassed',  'to  be  lost'  from  adjective  ra/c  'dry'/'to  dry  oneself; 

aHdain-' to  respond',  'to  call'  -  derivative  verb  with  affix  -inox  of  verb  ewde-  'to  invoke',  which  goes  back  to  ancient 
root  -  noun  bh  'voice'. 

Due  to  phonetical  changes  the  boundaries  between  initial  morphemic  members  are  effaced,  and  as  a  result  of  such 
phenomena  the  structure  of  a  word  becomes  obscure. 

We  can  observe  cases  of  semantic  de-etymologization  accompanied  by  revision  of  word’s  meaning  in  general  or 
narrowing  of  lexical  meaning.  Meanings  of  many  words  stepped  considerably  aside  from  meaning  of  producing  initial  stem, 
and  they  began  to  be  used  in  figurative  meaning.  Sometimes  the  connection  between  a  new  formation  and  its  previous  stem 
(and  also  words  with  the  same  root)  can  be  broken.  For  instance,  verb  eunaH-  'to  marry'  descended  from  noun  eu  'house', 
literally  'to  acquire  house',  root  and  stem  lost  semantic  connections,  and  nowadays  verb  stem  structure  is  perceived  as  a 
non-derivative  one.  The  Siberian  Tatars  dialect  has  a  verb  euna-  'to  be  in  a  house'; 

6una-  'to  possess'  -  derivative  verb  with  affix  -naoi  of  ancient  root  6u  'prince',  'master'; 

me/we-'to  inquire  thoroughly’  -  derivative  verb  with  affix  -ve  of  ancient  root  men  'bottom',  'foundation'; 

mauibi- 'to  bear'  -  derivative  verb  with  affix  -fa/  from  noun  main  'stone'  (associative  similarity  of  weight); 

mainna-  'to  throw',  'to  throw  away',  'to  leave',  'to  direct'  -  derivative  verb  with  affix  -na  from  main  'stone'; 

Kbicma-  'to  persuade'-  secondary  verb  from  ancient  root  n/rb/c-  'to  squeeze1,  'to  press'; 

Kbi3biK-  'to  take  interest',  'to  envy'  derivative  verb  with  affix  -biK  from  Kbi3-  'to  become  inflammable'; 

ecma-  'to  increase',  'to  add'  derivative  verb  with  affix  -a  from  acm  'top'. 

As  a  result  of  stems  acquiring  figurative  meanings,  productive  affixes  become  non-productive  or  stop  functioning. 

In  some  stems  we  can  observe  phonologic  and  semantic  changes  simultaneously.  For  example,  word  Kayina-' to  be 
lost',  'to  be  embarrassed'  is  formed  from  adjective  KaK  'dry'  with  the  help  of  affix  -ina. 

Morphemic  construction  of  a  word  in  the  course  of  substitution  remains  the  same  in  a  quantitative  sense,  only  one 
link  in  a  word-formative  chain  changes  -  meaning  and  character  of  an  affix,  i.e.  its  functions.  A  root  morpheme  as  such  in  a 
word  does  not  change,  it  just  begins  to  play  another  role.  In  Tatar  language  its  process  is  observed  in  conversion  of  some 
morphogenetic  affixes  into  word-formative  ones.  As  an  example  we  can  mention  cautionary  affixes  which  can  take  part  in 
creation  of  verbs  and  change  their  lexical  meaning:6y/7b/u/-’to  help'  from  verb  6yn-  'to  b e',Kuaep-  'to  forgive'  from  verb  kin-  'to 
go  by'.  Sometimes  cautionary  affixes  help  to  create  derivative  verbs  which  are  not  directly  connected  to  the  meaning  of 
producing  stems:  mbiabin-'to  get  blocked'  from  verb  mbiK-  'to  shove',  mapmbiin-  'to  wrangle', 'to  argue'  from  verb  mapm-  'to 
puli',  anbim-  'to  fight’  from  verb  an-  'to  take'.  In  the  course  of  words  using  these  verbs  have  gained  figurative  meaning  that  is 
not  connected  with  word-formative  process.  Their  metaphorical  meaning  has  been  generated  as  a  result  of  word’s  semantic 
evolution.  In  modern  Tatar  literary  language,  in  parallel  with  them,  we  can  observe  verbs  in  cautionary  meaning: 
Baymapmbiinmbi- helped  to  pull  a  rope',  aiuKa  mbiabiny-  'to  meddle  in  some  affairs', aeaeHdepanbiiny-  'to  help  gather  in  beet'. 

4.  CONCLUSION 

We  believe  that  the  popular  Turkology  idea,  that  the  Turkic  word  structure  is  first  of  all  monosyllabic,  is  well 
grounded;  in  modern  literary  language,  in  dialects  and  subdialects  of  Tatar  language  it  is  easy  to  ascertain  further 
derivativeness  of  several  dozens  of  disyllabic  verb  stems,  for  example:  ap-/apbi-  'to  get  tired',  aep-Zaepe-  'to  rot',  Kop-ZKopbi- 
'to  run  dry'. 

All  analyzed  non-derivative  words,  judging  by  etymologic  analysis,  were  created  with  the  help  of  independent  roots 
and  affixes,  because  in  the  composition  of  indecomposable  verbs  we  can  observe  etymologic  roots  and  affixal  elements. 
Among  affixes  we  can  see  both  originally  word-formative  and  morphogenetic  (for  instance,  cautionary)  ones. 

In  the  course  of  a  long  historical  evolution  of  language  structure  of  some  words  underwent  de-etymologization,  i.e. 
the  initial  mophemic  members  boundaries  were  effaced. 

Word’s  archaization  is  the  main  reason  of  de-etymologization,  it  is  observed  in  most  of  stems.  Some  historical 
roots,  which  are  not  used  in  language  now,  are  popular  in  Tatar  dialects  and  in  modern  Turkic  languages.  Semantic  and 
phonetic  changes  in  words  are  not  as  numerous  as  root's  death. 

Verbs-parallels,  created  due  to  substitution,  are  rarer  in  Tatar  language. 

We  can  state  that  such  phenomena  as  de-etymologization  (full,  semasiological,  phonetic)  and  verbs-parallels 
refer  to  different  chronologic  stages  of  the  language's  structural  grammatical  evolution.  According  to  the  article  authors' 
opinion,  full  de-etymologization  is  an  older  phenomenon.  Whereas  verbs-parallels  are  more  modern. 
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